The bounds on the Higgs mass in the Standard Model are reanalyzed using the precision electroweak data presented at the
After submission of the paper [1] for publication, new data from the SLD and LEP became available. We present here an up-date of our fits with new measurements included. The experimental input used in the present fits is summarized in ref [2] . The bulk of the LEP results show satisfactory agreement with the earlier reports (one should note, however, the new value A b,0 F B = 0.0997 ± 0.0031). For M W we use (as previously) 80.33 ± 0.17 GeV which is the average value of the UA2 measurement and the new measurement reported by the CDF [3] (the D0 collaboration has not published the results of their new analysis yet). When the top quark mass is included in the fit we use the value m t = 181 ± 12 GeV. For ∆α hadr EM we use the value 1 [4] 0.0280 ± 0.0007 and include it into the χ 2 fit. The most significant changes in the LEP data are R b = 0.2219 ± 0.0017, and R c = 0.1540 ± 0.0074. Since the identification of b quarks is much better than of the c quarks experimental collaborations also quote the value R b = 0.2206 ± 0.0016 which is obtained when the value of R c is fixed to its SM prediction R c = 0.172.
The new SLD result read [8, 2] : A LR have drastic effects on SM fits whose quality has significantly decreased. This indicates either large fluctuations in the present data or new physics (or both). Here we adopt the first point of view and assume that the SM is the correct low energy effective theory at the electroweak scale. In this framework we critically re-examine the bounds on the Higgs boson mass in several different versions of the fit.
We begin with the results of a fit to all the LEP, SLAC and Fermilab data described above (i.e. to [2, 3, 8] . All masses in GeV. We now examine the impact of the observables which give the dominant contribution to χ 2 on the Higgs boson mass bounds. In the second line of Table 1 In the first row of Table 2 Another observable which depends on m t but not on M h is R b . The measured value, to be consistent with the SM, requires very low value of m t . Thus, inclusion of m t and/or R b gives the fitted value of m t lower than the Fermilab value and, in consequence, stronger bounds on M h . This is also shown in Table 2 should not alter the fitted value of m t but strenghten the bound on M h . This is indeed seen in Table 3 and in Fig. 3 (small changes in m t compared to Table  2 are due to the fact that the two discussed above contours in Fig.2 are not exactly parallel). The third line in Table 3 can be compared with the second line in Table  1 to see the effect of using new values of R b and R c instead of the value of R b = 0.2206 ± 0.0016 obtained with R c fixed to its SM value. We conclude that the limits on M h are stable with respect to the treatement of R b and R c in the fit.
To a very good approximation, the upper bounds result from a combination of m t − M h correlation given by a fit to all but R b electroweak data and the upper bound on m t obtained from R b and the direct measurement of m t . The SLD A e LR result has important impact on m t −M h correlation in the direction of lowering the values of M h for given m t (as seen in Fig.  3a) .
We also note that inclusion of the SLD result in the fits gives lower value of α s (M Z ). This follows from the fact that the m t − M h values required by the value of A e LR tend to increase Γ h , i.e. a lower value of α s (M Z ) is now needed.
Finally one can add a few remarks related to the new values of R b and R c . Following earlier references [9] we have discussed in the original version of the paper the possibility of new physics in R b and studied the upper bounds on M h in a toy model which reproduces all the results of the SM and has an ad hoc correction to the Z → bb width, so that R b ≈ 0.22. Then the fitted value of α s (M Z ) = 0.108 and the observable R b becomes irrelevant (its contribution to χ 2 ≈ 0) from the point of view of the limits on M h . In this toy model the limits on M h were similar to the SM limits without R b in the fit (somewhat weaker due to the smaller value of α s (M Z )). With the new data the discussion remains valid provided we use the value of R b extracted under the assumption of R c fixed to the SM value and disregard the new R c measurement. If, however, we include both measurements, R b and R c , and consider a toy model with new physics in both variables, so that R c ≈ 0.1540 and R b ≈ 0.222 then the fitted value of α s (M Z ) = 0.178 ± 0.005. This is easy to understand: with Γ Z 0 →hadr = 1744.8 ± 3.0 the sum Γ Z 0 →bb + Γ Z 0 →cc is now much smaller than in the SM and we get Γ Z 0 →hadr − Γ Z 0 →bb − Γ Z 0 →cc large. Of course, also in this toy model the observables R b and R c become irrelevant for the bounds on M h and we get them similar to the SM fit without R b in the fit. However, the large value of the fitted α s (M Z ) casts doubts on the measurement of R c , unless new physics also alters the light quark sector. (We thank H.E. Haber and C. Wagner for the discussion on this point.)
Our results, in part which overlaps, are in very good agreement with recent fits presented in [10] . P.Ch. would like to thank Max Planck Institute in Munich for hospitality. 
